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Dear laul. 



I do not for a moment tiling your lack of any reference to tile long 
critical analysis 1 sent you is "for tile sake of" my "ulcer" » If you had any 
genuine concern for any feeling on my part you would, first dove all, made earlier 
acknolwedgement, not waiting until 9/25; second, made your own position in tills 
shit clear, especia ly when x made repeated inquiries, to you and to others, to your 
knowledge; and, of course, accepted the quite open ch llenges I ib de« I note with 
emphasis your failure to provide copies so I could subject this work to others 
of scientific competence and your failure to tell me how I could ask for equal and 
simultaneous time for response. These things do not fe encourage faith in the purity 
of your project or in your concept of it, nor do they inspire respect for anything 
but your bullheadedness. 

that your work is valid. 

If what is not true we re the case/ the best that could be said for your 
project is that it is witnout legitinate meaning. It is devpid of scientific 
value, adds nothing to either fact or understanding of the assassination, aid does 
not in any legitimate or scientific way address that which it seeks to and says it 
does address. Shot remains is merely another sycophancy. You con twist and distort, 
deceive yourself in any way that immediately comforts you, but there is no other 
possibility. You will have again made yourself party to another inaccurate and 
dishonest buttressing of a basic step in the oncoming Ansiform. fascism. 

To now, as 1 have made clear to you, my dominating concern has tsai to 
protect you from the consequences of this fairies and nee lea stuff, for you are 
a very brignt and very young man, with a long life in which to face the follies 
of youth, in s discipline where such scrimshaw has a way of lingering and hurting* 
Your lack of concern for my concern and for the time and trouble you had to know 
this would cause me, is an insensitivity of which 1 would not have thougnt you 
capable. 



You ask Gary to "dig yp the old work on Thompson’s error calculations"* 
Tou are tne scientist, not Gary. ou knew of these things earlier, from me. You also 
knew of them from my analysis. But you began, as purely as science today can, by 
pretending to r spond tb that which you knew to be inaccurate, -hy did not you and 
your holiness, Alvarez, do this work, since it is fundamental to yours? Even if you 
had not been told it it, how could you assume its accuracy? ! ^his is "science”? Or 
honorable intentions, honorable work? It is no more than I immediately tola you, the 
misuse of a caavenient straw man. 

You write to Gary of "a reasonably short report tnat o Id not be 
distorted", Tbi g> a s your intelligence must tell you, is first an impossibility and 
second a sophistry. Tne only merit to a short work is that it eliminates the basis 
of the work and th..s eliminates reader consideration of its egregious error. 

How can one be assured when you tel}. Gary "of course 1 kn'-w the 
difference between a head and a &alon" and after having shown this difference in 
work that is devpid of any reflection of it? 

There is neitnor defense nor avoidance of responsibility for you in your 
claim "Tjis is, however, mainly Alvarez' work -certainly his idea..." for your arc 
part of it, I think a major part, sad you are d-ing anything but disowning it. ^ais 
is pert&cularly grevous because yo i; know, your own words, "because it would be 
distorted"/ I suggest this raises the most fundamental ouestion of your pe rsonal 
integrity. It will, forever, influence any relationship you wilr or can have tita 
those who haves been your friends through such painful and trying years and wnose 
lives onct work you seek to reduce to a futility. 




If I 3eem to be devoting space to ethical and moral considerations, it 
is not alone because t-iey are always important, ^t is also because you have failed 
to respond to criticisms of fact. It is also because of the inherent dishois st of 
your writing aid thinking, in theoriginal monster and as recently as your letter to 
Gary, Examples: "It is my considered opinion that there is no persuasive (your enroll. ) 
other evidence of a shot from the front - that is, taking in co""a"'c count the contra- 
dictions in the medical evidence..." that you would now consider "persuasive" will 
mystify many oi your friends, but the fact is, there remains no credible evidence 
of a shot to the nead from any other direction, f hi s belief rests solely upon the 
barren fiction, not upon any evidence except what is most questionable, the known 
perjurious testimony of tnese who deliberatly did a dishonest and inadequate 
autopsy, ou know the/ oerjured themselves. Tfhst other evidence is there of a shot 
to the need fro the rear? And what are these "contradictions in themedical evidence"? 
Once you rule out, as reasonable minds must, that whiehxyou know is perjurious, whit 
are these major "contradictions”? 



I repeat my earlier and ignored question: how can you calj this "science" 
or claim scientific purposes and no other when you have separated yourstUdy from 
ahy contact with reality? 



ou kid yourself if you think tnose comments you got of which I got cppfe s 
are out of context, ^t is your work tnat is out of any context except what in today’s 
vforld has be come legitimate for tho.se tne recipient of federal largess, the corruption 
o± science ior dfederal purposes. There is no other context for your work, nless. 
of course, you do belong to tne fairies ana needles school. 11 

A. 

'd° y» u think anything will be accompli shid now if you "string 1 y urge" 
Alvarez _ that "it not be submitted for publication"? Do you think anything wt 11 he 
accomplished even if his version makes clear the limitations of the work"? Do you 
or a single moment beiievo that were he to make any such qualification, it would 
in any way deter tne misuse for which you will never be able to escape personal 
responsibility? I note the fingers- crossing in your words "his version" . -^er e you 
are really saying his rewriting of what you did. That your name will not te on it 
will do yo u no good and will make your own position even more disreputable and 
iishonest. 



While I did not believe you had "sold out to the ABC’ 



, I nqd cn si derad 



mat tnero was something other than having "sold out" to Alvarez involved. Eollivlr^ 
tais you add "(a completely ridiculous idea, if you know either of us£". Is it, for 
Alvarez? Is he other than a scientific crook, with Hiroshima morality? Is he not 
tne man -who knowingly stole the observation about the camera ehakiness, claimed it 
for his own and proceeds,, to misuse it? Are you nor the one who was thee and since 
has been silent about this dishonesty? Are you, in fact, not one of those who first 
saw it in miT-EWASH (47) and called it to his intention? I hove seen some correspondent 
with your mentor. The greatest Kindness it permits is to consider aim arrogant. Wtyfct 
did he di> with this plagiarism (in which you have complicity) except convert it to 
what is no mors than a "sell out"?And, like the present, at what time in the tide of 
events? If this is your concent of honorable endeavor, youiare in good company with him 

1 kave no choice now, and your long delay in making even perfunctory 
reply limits my options even more. IVhat we can or cannot do may be in question, but 
v,hat we can attempt and how we do tnat is not. Aside from seeking opportunity for 
simultaneous appearance in taemagazine and, if necessary, filing under the airness 
aostrina and carrying it through an attempt at a hearing and, if necessary, in conit 
su.ouid.uere be similar a S’ treatment, 1 think x hove kept my options open for s»i»» him 

1/0 aASD XioVe contemporaneous 



are 




evidence that the work for wuiw . 

01 U1Cil ta siso claameu originality was, to his knovledee 
not in any sense original. It is nice that both he and CBS, both knowing better ' 
eacn claimed it os their own. I also taank you for repeating this in your paper! 

What most deeply troubles me in all of this, and apparently sue alone is 
you - what this says of you, mat it does and will do to you, and h 0 J, when v 0 u* 
ultimately *ome to unoerstand wn a t today you either do not or will not, you will be 

" C * lta lt * Tbe rest ° f U ' and our '• ork wil1 survibw this as we did the 

earlier Alvarez prostitution. i oday, in fact, with a little lud; we may be able to 

from it. It will certainly reopen a dormant question, ' and A have 
lit ole doubt I will be able to get time to answer electronicly in the Bay a-sra end 

tTn Zt' U r a H 0Ut yOU * perSoaall y ? Hor; d3es this cast you in any rolebetter 
to , that of ttose who were C-arrison’s uncritical sycophants, those who blindly 
and uncritically endorsed everytning is did and said, so many of mom, like you 
so and to profit from, sycophancy? This is tneman who controls your future if not! 
n ee » your present, and knowing-even admit ting- the inevitable hurt to truth ani 

cllail ° C ° Un1:ry ’ y ° U 60 alons > S9ekin 8 to hide behind evasions that would not 
credit an average, sub-teen, eookie-snitcher. 

! he f a "? 39 !aaQ y other things on which I should make some comment, bit 
can w„ an waste all of our time shovelling your shit? You say, in that' disgraceful 

t + °„V n °/ ' me 9 sft er asking tnat I take tiie considers bio time ^ did to r?f rite you 

OI tne"head motion in M II” that the « jiggle theory” is ’’irrelevant”? than 

sng'e! i ?n,fktod t ° S ° mUcb tU8t V7£3S nesded was lacking? Like the' 

s^ny 

t '*■ - JOt. s. j i.tta y j. Ulor-G 0 0.0.1 Pxfcft 0j."V i X* l* Q levant th^n i-fi's-i* 

long verbSx vomit on -Garrison? Shat honorable, what scientific nurpose, spewed that " 
into ^scientific” report. -As you know I said of Boxley and ^uier’and, in a S 0 f 
e endria, -s it material whether or not the were agents {believing, as I did and do 
that none was), wn® the end product could no better serve the purposes of agatoy? ’ 

I S it relevant that you have not -’sold out” when your work can serle no othefp^Le 
ana can have no other result? 0 oc purpose 

lour assurance tnat ycu will tales my comments ”nuite seriously" is without 
meaning, for tiers is one way only in -which you can reflect this. That is the total 
abandonment end denun cat ion of this project. Your statement that ”I’ll refrain from 
a _suing with you' is likewise a childish device, for when we deal with fact we do rat 
f "5 U ® h ; f*l ar . e really sayin e» perhaps not realizing it, is that you will not 
neietot J is so wntredictory to what you hove this steangs compulsion to 

p Sis. in. If you ^ rant --.o live with the notion that cabbages ere Icings, that wrong 
is ngnt, and. can ao it by calling it "science*, wbo can prevent it? 



Bell eye me Pi 



.fc'aui.. 



l sorrow for you. 



Since r ly 




